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We are pleased to present this Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety Risk Assessment Study and
hope that it will be useful to pipeline operators, governmental regulators and public policy-
makers at all levels.

The genesis of this work was two State laws passed in 1989: AB 385 authored by Assembly-
member Dave Elder, and SB 268 by Senator Herschel Rosenthal. These two bills were
introduced in the aftermath of a deadly pipeline rupture and fire which occurred in San
Bernardino, California. These laws called for differing studies of hazardous liquid pipeline
failures vis-a-vis various risk factors. The called-for studies are combined in this document.

This report is based on 10 years (1981-1990) of pipeline failure/leak data in California. We are
highly indebted to the operators of liquid pipelines in California, without whose time-consuming
efforts and cooperation this report would not exist. A more specific acknowledgment of these
operators is at the back of the report. Providing key and valued guidance throughout the life of
this project were members of the Pipeline Safety Advisory Committee.

We also would like to thank our consultant on the project, EDM Services, and Brian Payne who
was lead author of this report.

For more information concerning the State Fire Marshal’s Pipeline Safety Program, please
contact:

CDF/State Fire Marshal
Pipeline Safety Division

PO Box 944246

Sacramento, CA 94244-2460
916/445-8477
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Notice

This document was prepared by EDM Services, Inc., under contract to the California State Fire Marshal. Data
was furnished by the pipeline operators. EDM Services, Inc., the California State Fire Marshal, and their staffs
do not:

warrant the accuracy or completeness of the data collected, nor
assume any liability resulting from the use of, or damage resulting from any
information presented herein.

EDM Services, Inc. and the California State Fire Marshal do not endorse products or manufacturers. Trade or
manufacturers’ names appear herein solely because they are considered essential to the objectives of this study.
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